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Administrative Adjustement to the Height Standards to increase
the height of the building from the base height of 40 feet to 45'-
10".

355 E. Sunset Way, See Attachment A, Vicinity Map.

East Sunset Way Development Area in Olde Town

The site is designated Multi-family Residentjal by the lssaquah
Comprehensive Plan, adopted in 2005 and as amended in 20'14.

MF-H, Multi-family, High density. lt is also a receivìng site for
Transfer Development Rights

3424069096

13,200 sq. ft.

PROJEGT NAME:
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PROPERTY OWNER:

DATE OF DECISION:
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LOCATION:
008
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COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN DESIGNATION:

EXISTING ZONING:

PARCEL NUMBER:

SITE AREA:



PUBLIC NOTIFICATION: A Notice of Appìication for this Administrative Adjustment of
He¡ght Standards was mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property on April

11,2016. The IMC provides lor a 14-day Comment Period, which ended on April 25, 2016. Two

property owners provided comments (see Attachment D for Pubiic Comments). The Notice of

Application was also sent to the partìes of record, and posted on the city's website.

DECISION MADE: The Development Services Department approves the application for

Administrative Adjustment of Height Standards, Applicatìon No. AAS16-00008, with condition

Approval of the application is based on the appìication materials for the associated Site

Development Permit, SDP16-00004, on l\/'arch 24, 2016.

APPEAL OF DEGISION: This decision can be appeaìed. Appeals of this decision shall follow

the procedures set forth in IMC 18.04.250 (Administrative appeals) of the Land Use Code (as

stated by Chapter 3.14 of the Central lssaquah Development and Design Standards), and shaìl

be heard by the City's Hearing Examiner. A letter of appeal shall include the reason for the

appeal and a $518.26 filing fee, which is required of appeals. All appeals shall be filed with the

Citv Permit Center by 5:00 PM on June 28. 2016.

ATTAGHMENT LIST:

Attachment A: Vicinity Map

Attachment B: Site Plan and Elevations

Attachment C: Applicant's Project Narrative

Attachment D: Public Comments

Attachment E: Comparative Sun and Shadow Analysis

FINDINGS OF FACT AND STAFF ANALYSES:

1, EXISTING LAND USE:

Subìect Propertv:

North:
South:
East:

West:

2. EXISTING CONDITIONS:

Single-family.
Office
Single famìly residential
Single family residentìal

Fourplex (2 duplex buildings)

The project site is on Sunset Way, one of the main arterial

from the l-90 freeway to downtown lssaquah. A one-story single-family structure currently

siis on the site. A chain link fence provides enclosure of the property frontage aìong Sunset

Way. The site has no critical areas, Approximately two thirds of the site is pervious and two

small trees are vìsible in the front yard. A carport in the rear of the house is accessed off of

an existing alley; however, there ls no paved driveway.



IMC '18.07.300.4. Purpose of Administrative Adjustment of Height Standards:¡ Enhance the architectural desígn by a)modulating the roof of the structure through
varied heights or pitches, or b) allowing parapets, gables, bèll/clock towers or other
features

. Encourage"underbuilding"parking
o Allow floodwaters to flow beneath the structure in confo¡.mance ,¡¿ith City and other

environmental regulatíons

3. An Administrat¡ve Adjustment of standards requires a Level 2 Review (chapter 18.04 lMc)
regardless of street frontage or parcel size, with public notification to adjacent property
owners.

4' 18.09.060 (B), Process: The Development Services Director/Manager has the authority to
make the final decision regarding Administrative Adjustment of Standards for all levels of
review. The Director/Manager shall consider the application ¡nformation regarding the
approval criteria which has been provided by the applicant and any public comment
received within the comment period. The DSD Director/Manager may request input from the
chair of the Development commission during the comment per¡od; however, this is not
required. The Director/Manager's decision on the Administrative Adjustment of Standards is
final unless appealed.

5. An adjustment to the buildíng height may be approved based on a determination by the
Development Services Director/Manager that the adjustment ¡s consistent with the purpose
stated above, the maximum height allowed for the zoning district, as prescribed in
1MC18.07.360, and the criteria set forth in IMC 18.07.355 (A). The Director/Managef s
decision on Administrative Adjustment of Standards is appealable as established for Level 2
Review (Chapter 18.04 IMC).

6. IMC 18.07.355 (A): Approval Criteria

1. Building Design:
a. The adjustment of height will enhance the architectura¡ design by:

(1) Modulating the roof of the structure through varied heights or pitches,

(2) The use of varied exterior materials, or

(3) Allowing parapets, gables, bell/clock towers or other features; and

Staff Analvsis'. The roof is broken up into smaller pitched roofs at various heights. The
East and West Elevations show the cascading roof form. The most critical side of the
building is the rear, given the single-family zoning across the alley from the project site.
This side of the building is well modulated, as shown in Figure lA and Figure 18, East
Elevation. The Fig. 18, East Elevation, shows the relationship of the heights for this
property and the adjacent properties. The maximum height allowed for adjacent
properties is depicted as "boxes" on the drawing. The elevations also show the variety of
building materials, including the board and batten and hor¡zontal lap siding that



constitute the exterior siding, and the masonry base. Additional detaìls, such as balcony

railings, decorative roof trusses, and decorative metal grills for the garage are used to

further articulate the búilding to address the human scale. Figure 2 shows the view of the

building from the single-family properties across the alley. The tallest roofs are

significantly set back and will not be visible from the alley because the lower levels wrap

around the tallest section of the building. while the height of the elevator and staìr tower

exceeds the maximum height allowed, this is exempt from the height limit per

lMCl 3.07.060.8.4 (g) and (h). The elevator and stair tower should be further refined to

architecturally integrate with the rest of the building.

Fig. 1. East Elevation showìng relation of buiìding helghts from the less intense singìe-family

use across the alley (left) and the proposed multi-famiìy building.

b. The gross floor area for each story above the base height is reduced by hventy-five

(25) percent of the gross floor area of the story beneath it; or the percentage of
pervious surface for the site is increased by ten ('10) percent over the minimum for

Fig.2. Perspective view of proposed building from the alley



that zone; for example, a forty (40) percent pervious surface ratio for a site shall be
increased to fifty (50) percent as a condition of approval for additional height;

staff Analvsis: The calculation demonstrating compliance with this criterion is on sheet
43.2 of the plans. The applicant chose to reduce the gross floor area of the third floor,
which exceeds the base height. The third floor has a floor area of 3251 s.f. The seccnd
floor has a floor area of 4339 s.f. A quarter of 4334 s.f. is .1083.5 s.f. 4334 _ 1 083.5 =
3254 s.Î.. The third floor area is sl¡ghfly below the maximum 3250 s.f. allowed.

c. Design features, such as transparent windows and doors, artwork, fountains, street
furniture, varied exterior materials, and/or landscape elements or plazas are used to
give the ground floor of the building a pedestrian scale;

staff Analvsis: rransparent windows and doors are provided for the small lobby,
approximately 16 feet wide. A variety of materials are proposed on the ground floor,
including stone veneer, concrete masonry units and fiber cement board. Ground floor
decorative elements include the double-column wood and stone posts at the front porch
and in front of the garage window grills. A workshop occupies the ground floor and is
provided with a residential window similar to the ones used on the residential unlts
above (see Fig. 3 below). The elevator and slair tower at the northeast corner of the
building is the tallest element along sunset way. while elevator shafts are exempted
from compliance to the building height limit per IMC 18.07.060.8.4, this criteria still
requires that the building is designed to a pedestrian scaie. The proposed treatment
shows varied materials and textures to break up the height of the tower. Large windows
also engage the pedestrian. The dark paint color proposed on the top 2 floors creates a
perception of bulk and height. Additional small adjustments to the application of color
and architectural details can help reduce the buik and height of the tower (see condition
of approval in the Conclusion).

Fig. 3. Pedestrian-scale Treatment of Elevation visible from Sunset Way



d. Approved street trees are incorporated ¡nto the landscape desìgn for the project;

Staff Anatvsis: Streef freeg at 30 feet on-center, are shown on the back side of the

sidewatk. The location of the street trees /s co,?s/sfenf wifh the intended design of Sunset

Way right-of-way.

e. Highly reflective glass shall not exceed seventy (70) percentofthe length ofthe first

floor adjacent to pedestrian way;

Staff Analvsis: No reflective glass is proposed.

f. Solid walls on the first floors of buildìngs shall not exceed twenty (20) feet in length

and shall be softened by a combination of design details, modulation and dense

landscaping; and

Staff Analvsis:There are no blank walls on the first floor ofthe street façade that is

greaterthan 20feet (See elevations on sheets 44.1 and A4.4.fhe onlyblankwall isthe
exterior of the elevator shaft, which is approximately 8 feet wide. East and West

elevations have a combination of decorative grillwork for garage openings and trees to

mitigate the view of the garage walls from neighboring properties- The emergency sta¡r

wall at the west elevation is less than 20 feet. Furthermore, a 6-foot hìgh wood fence is

proposed to be erected on the east and west property lines to provide privacy for the

adjoining residential neighbors. The south elevation, facing the alley, has no blank walls.

When the building ìs adjacent to a lower density residenliaì zone, the maximum

building height for the first thirty (30) feet from the property line shall be the maximum

base building height of the adjoìnìng lower density zone.



Staff Analvsis:Ihe properties across the alley from the project site is zoned at the lower
density of SF-D, Single-Family Duplex. The maximum height allowed for the SF-D
zoning district is 30 feet. The height of the portion of the builciing within 30 feet of the
rear property line is within the base height limit of 30 feet.

consistency w¡th the shoreline Management program: lf located within a shoreline
Management D¡strict, the height shall not exceed the limitations of the Shoreline
Management Program.

Staff Analvsis: Not applicable.

sun and shadow Analysis: shadows created by the additional building height and bulk
will not adversely affect the surrounding area. The planning Director/Manager may
require a sun/shadow analysis in order to determine if this criterion is met.

staff Analvsis: A sun and shadow Analysis (Attachment E) shows the building casting
the longest shadow at 5 p.m. on the adjacent property to the east. The side yard and the
front yard of the property to the east will be in the shadows. At 3 p.m., only the side yard
and a portion ofthe front yard will be in the shadows. No shadows are cast on the
properties across the alley located on the south. The west elevation is amply modulated
vert¡cally and horízontally, so that the upperfloors step back further. The result is a
shorter shadow cast on the west neighboring property. The Sun and Shadow Analysis
compares the amount of area in the shadows under 2 scenarios: if the building is built
within the 4O-foot base height and as proposed, with the increased height of 6 feet 1o
inches. The shadow analysis shows that the difference in area that will be shaded due to
the increase in building height does not have any adverse impact because the additional
shaded area is cast on the roof of the neighboring properties.

Views: The taller structure will not significantly obstruct scenic corridors. The planning
Director/Manager may require a view analysis study in order to determine if this criteria
is met.

Staff Analvsis: There are no scenic corridors associated with this property; however,
significant views of the hillsides from the properties across sunset way may be blocked
by the building. However, even if the building stayed within the base height of 40 feet, it
would have blocked the view of the mountains from sunset way nonetheless and the
additional increase in height of 5 feet 10 inches is not a significant deviation from what is
allowed by the zoning and development standards.

CONCLUSION:

Based on the Applicant's project narrative, the site plan, building elevations, sun and shadow
analysis, public comments, and the criteria set forth in IMC 18.07.3S5 (A), the D¡rector of
Development Services Department has determined that the proposed multi-family development

4.



at 355 E. Sunset Way assoc¡ated with sDP16-00004, sunset 7 Apartments, complies with the

criterìa for granting the Administrative Adjustment of Height Standards to allo'v.v the increase in

the maximum height of the building, from the base height of 40 feet to 46 feet 10 inches.

Therefore, the Director is approving the Administrat¡ve Adjustmeni of Height Standards with one

condìtion:

The exterior design of the elevator and stair tower shall be further refined to
architecturally integrate with the rest of the structure and reinforce the pedestrian-scale
elements of the building.

TIME LIMIT OF DECISION:

The final decision approv¡ng the Administrative Adjustment of Height Standards for Sunset 7

Apartments, at 355 E. Sunset Way, is valid for three years as specified by IMC 18.04.220.D.1 
'

or as amended by the Land Use Code.
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From: Bill Ramos <bramosbramos@hotmail.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 6:26 PM 

To: Amy Tarce 

Cc: Dave Favour; Lucy Sloman; Christopher Wright; Keith Niven 

Subject: RE: Sunset 7 apartments height adjustment 

 

Just to be clear. These comments were submitted as a personal note from Bill Ramos as someone in the 

300-foot radius of the project. 

I am not sending anything here from a council member position. 

Thanks 

Bill 

 

 

From: Amy Tarce [mailto:AmyT@issaquahwa.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 12:41 PM 

To: 'bramosbramos@hotmail.com' <bramosbramos@hotmail.com> 

Cc: Dave Favour <DaveF@issaquahwa.gov>; Lucy Sloman <LucyS@issaquahwa.gov>; Christopher Wright 

<ChrisW@issaquahwa.gov>; Keith Niven <KeithN@issaquahwa.gov> 

Subject: RE: Sunset 7 apartments height adjustment 

 

Councilman Ramos, 

 

Thank you for submitting your comments for the application, AAS16-00008, Administrative Adjustment 

of Height Standards for the proposed multi-family project at 355 E. Sunset Way. 

 

I forwarded your comments to the Applicant. We will also include you in the Parties of Record so you 

will receive the Notice of Decision for this application. 

 

Amy Tarce, AICP 

Senior Planner 

City of Issaquah 

425.837.3097  direct 

 

From: Bill Ramos [mailto:bramosbramos@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 2:57 PM 
To: Amy Tarce 
Subject: Sunset 7 apartments height adjustment 

 

Amy, 

Thank you for notifying my about the request for height adjustment standards. 

I do not wish for any adjustment to be made. 

There are 3 other building very similar to this one in the vicinity and they had to meet the standards, 

which are there for a reason. 

They make an excuse that it is needed for an elevator, well the others all have elevators. 

So do not grant this variance. 

Thank you 

Bill 

 



Bill Ramos 

The Common Good LLC 

425-208-5882 

385 SE Andrews St. 

 



From: Amy Tarce 

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 4:09 PM 

To: 'gailee1127@yahoo.com' 

Cc: Christopher Wright; Lucy Sloman 

Subject: RE: Sunset 7 Apts 

 
Ms. Givan, 

I just want to provide a correction to my comments below. I found out the two other multi-family 

buildings along Sunset Way did not avail of an Administrative Adjustment of Standards, because the 

definition of building height used at the time they were reviewed were less restrictive. 

 

Amy Tarce, AICP, Assoc. AIA 

Senior Planner 

City of Issaquah 

425.837.3097  direct 

 

From: Amy Tarce  
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 1:47 PM 

To: 'gailee1127@yahoo.com' 
Cc: Christopher Wright; Lucy Sloman 
Subject: RE: Sunset 7 Apts 

 
Ms. Givan, 

Thank you  for submitting your concerns about the proposed 7-unit apartment building on Sunset Way. 

 

As you may have heard during my presentation to the Development Commission, the request is for an 

Administrative Adjustment of Standards, not a variance. The Land Use Code provides flexibility in the 

height of buildings along Sunset Way, as long as it meets the criteria provided in IMC18.07.355. The 

zoning designation for this property, MF-H, Multi-family High Density, is consistent with the rest of the 

properties along Sunset Way, and the proposed height is consistent with the newer multi-family 

developments along Sunset Way, including 275 E. Sunset Way, which is approximately 175 feet west of 

the project site, and 485 Sunset Way, which is a block east of the project site.  Both these project were 

approved using the same Administrative Adjustment of Standards (AAS) criteria that we will use for 

reviewing this project. Please note that you and your neighbors have a lower density zoning, SF-D, 

Single-family Duplex. As a way to transition from the higher density development along Sunset Way and 

the single-family zoning across the alley, the Land Use Code requires the building to be set back above 

the 2
nd

 floor, along the building face closest to the SF-D zoned properties. 

 

The AAS Notice of Decision is scheduled to be issued tomorrow. There is a 14-day appeal period after 

the Notice of Decision is issued. 

 

As for your concerns about speeding and parking issues in the alley, we will take this in consideration 

during the Site Development Permit (SDP) review of the project. Your concerns about the vehicular 

issues in the alley are valid and I will forward them to our traffic engineer, who can provide further 

guidance as to how to best address the speeding and cut-through traffic issues.  

 



I will add you as a party of record for both the AAS and the SDP. You will receive the Notice of Decision 

for the AAS, as well as a separate notice of application and notice of public hearing for the SDP, at which 

time we will review the entire project, including site access, parking, building design and landscaping, 

and we will present our recommendations to the Development Commission at the public hearing. 

 

Thank you again for your concerns. 

 

Amy Tarce, AICP, Assoc. AIA 

Senior Planner 

City of Issaquah 

425.837.3097  direct 

 

From: Gail Givan [mailto:gailee1127@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2016 9:37 AM 
To: Amy Tarce 
Subject: Sunset 7 Apts 

 

Amy, 

 

Good afternoon!  I live at 360 SE Andrews Street, across the alley behind the location of the 

planned Sunset 7 apartments in a one-story cottage (not a two-story duplex).  My neighbors on 

either side also live in small houses.   

 

I attended a recent city council meeting and  voiced my concern regarding the request for a 

height variance.  I am strongly opposed to the variance, since it will set a precedent for future 

projects which will inevitably line Sunset Way.  Why set a limit if it can be surpassed?   

 

I am also worried about the additional traffic in the alley, as more of these projects are 

added.  Could speed bumps be used to ensure vehicles maintain slow speeds?  Drivers already 

race through there when they cut through to avoid traffic on Sunset.  There are often children 

riding bikes or walking there.  Since there is no provision for guest parking and only one space 

per apartment, will law enforcement ensure that visitors to the apartments will not park in the 

alley, blocking fire truck access?  Of course not.  They don't ensure that drivers do not cut 

though on 6th, 5th, or 4th Streets onto Andrews between 3:00 and 7:00, as is posted.  Drivers 

who cut through at 6th can easily be reaching 50 mph before they reach 2nd, where they turn left 

and head out to Issaquah-Hobart.  I watch car after car come through.  Often, I recognize people 

who have made our street their regular speeding short cut.  

 

When will a decision be made about the variance and other concerns that the council and citizens 

expressed?  Will there be another meeting? 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Sincerely,   

 

Gail Givan 
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